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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-6, 9, 14-16, 19-22, 25, 26, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Nagarajan (US 6,665,098). 

As per independent claim 1, Nagarajan teaches an imaging system comprising: 
a display monitor (col 4, line 53); 

an operator interface comprising a multiplicity of control input devices for setting 
respective image processing parameters (col. 3, lines 8-10); 

a scanning subsystem for acquiring raw data (col. 2, line 66 - col. 3, line 5); and 

an image processing system for processing acquired raw data to display an image frame 
of imaging data on said display monitor (col. 2, line 66 - col. 3, line 5), said image processing 
system comprising memory for storing values of image processing parameters (col. 2, lines 25- 
26) and a computer programmed to perform the following steps: 

controlling said display monitor to display a first image frame of imaging data processed 
in accordance with values of first and second image processing parameters stored in said 
memory prior to display of said first image frame (col. 4, line 62 - col. 5, line 30); 
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monitoring the state of said control input devices, during a predetermined time period, to 
detect a change in state of a control input device that results in said image processing system 
generating a changed value of said first image processing parameter different than said stored 
value of said first image processing parameter (col. 5, lines 31-44); 

controlling said display monitor to display a second image frame of imaging data 
processed in accordance with said changed value of said first image processing parameter, said 
first and second image frames being based on the same acquired raw data; and storing said 
changed value of said first image processing parameter in said memory (col. 3, lines 16-34). 

As per claims 2 and 3, which are dependent on claim 1 and 2, respectively, Nagarajan 
teaches the control input device having said changed state controls the value of said second 
image processing parameter and wherein the contrast in said displayed image frames is a 
function of at least said first and second image processing parameters (col. 3, lines 12-15). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, Nagarajan teaches the first image 
processing parameter is a gray scale level (col. 5, line 66 - col 6, line 23). 

As per claims 5 and 6, which are both dependent on claim 4, since Nagarajan' s system is 
an image processing system with gray scales to handle pixel gray image (col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, 
line 23), a gray map must be in present to store values of the gray-scale level. Therefore, it is 
inherent in Nagarajan' s system that the computer is further programmed to generate a gray map 
as a function of a stored changed value of said gray-scale level and the computer is further 
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programmed to generate a gray map as a function of an average of a multiplicity of stored 
changed values of said gray-scale level. 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 3, Nagarajan teaches the first image 
processing parameter is a gray scale level and said second image processing parameter is gray 
map selection (col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, line 23). 

As per independent claim 14, it is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

As per claim 15, which is dependent on claim 14, Nagarajan teaches the new value of 
said first image processing parameter is an average of a plurality of values, said plurality 
including at least said changed value of said first image processing parameter and said stored 
value of said first image processing parameter (col. 3, lines 16-34). 

As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 14, it is a similar scope to claim 2; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per independent claim 19, it is a similar scope to claim 1; therefore, it should be 
rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 19, it is a similar scope to claim 2; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 
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As per claim 21, which is dependent on claim 20, it is a similar scope to claim 3; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 22, which is dependent on claim 21, it is a similar scope to claim 5; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per independent claim 25, it is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

As per claim 26, which is dependent on claim 25, it is a similar scope to claim 2; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per independent claim 29, it is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

As per claim 30, which is dependent on claim 29, it is a similar scope to claim 2; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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4. Claims 7, 8, 17, 23, 27, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nagarajan in view of Jensen et al. ("Jensen", US 6,175,614). 

As per claims 7 and 8, which are both dependent on claims 3, Nagarajan teaches the first 
image processing parameter is a gray scale level (col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, line 23); however, 
Nagarajan does not disclose the second image processing parameter is dynamic range and gain. 
Jensen discloses a gray scale range is optimized by to assure a correct gain and a proper dynamic 
range (col. 2, lines 6-15 and col. 5, lines 25-30). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the 
time of the invention to use the teaching from Jensen of including dynamic range and gain as the 
second image processing parameter in Nagarajan's system since it would optimize the gray scale 
range. 

As per claim 17, which is dependent on claim 16, Nagarajan teaches the first image 
processing parameter is a gray scale level and said second image processing parameter is gray 
map selection (col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, line 23). Nagarajan, however, does not disclose the second 
image processing parameter is taken from the group consisting of dynamic range and gain. 
Jensen discloses a gray scale range is optimized by to assure a correct gain and a proper dynamic 
range (col. 2, lines 6-15 and col. 5, lines 25-30). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the 
time of the invention to use the teaching from Jensen of including dynamic range and gain as the 
second image processing parameter in Nagarajan's system since it would optimize the gray scale 
range. 
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As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 21, it is a similar scope to claim 17; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 27, which is dependent on claim 26, it is a similar scope to claim 17; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 31, which is dependent on claim 30, it is a similar scope to claim 17; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

5. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagarajan in 
view of Jacobi et al. ("Jacobi", US 4,271,389). 

As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 4, Nagarajan does not disclose the 
changing step comprises the steps of generating and analyzing a pixel intensity histogram of the 
imaging data in said second image frame. Jacobi discloses an expanded pixel histogram is 
generated and analyzed (col. 8, lines 36-47). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to use the teaching from Jacobi of generating and analyzing a pixel histogram in 
Nagarajan' s system since it would determine an appropriate mapping function for the selected 
pixel data. 



6. Claims 1 1, 12, 18, 24, 28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nagarajan in view of Hull et al. ("Hull", US 6,665,086). 
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As per claim 1 1, which is dependent on claim 1, Nagarajan does not disclose the 
computer is further programmed to store said changed value of said first image processing 
parameter in association with a system user ID inputted via said operator interface. Hull 
discloses that at col. 4, lines 34-41 . It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to use the teaching from Hull of storing the changed value of image processing 
parameter in association with a system user ED inputted via said operator interface in Nagarajan's 
system since it would allow the system to keep track of the changing records. 

As per claim 12, which is dependent on claim 1 1, modified Nagarajan does not disclose 
the computer is further programmed to store an application type or exam type in association with 
said changed value of said first image processing parameter and said system user ID, Hull 
discloses that at col. 4, lines 42-57. It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to use the teaching from Hull of storing an application type or exam type in association 
with said changed value of said first image processing parameter and said system user ID in 
modified Nagarajan's system since it would allow the system to keep track of the changing 
records. 

As per claim 18, which is dependent on claim 14, it is a similar scope to claim 11; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 



As per claim 24, which is dependent on claim 19, it is a similar scope to claim 11; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 
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As per claim 28, which is dependent on claim 25, it is a similar scope to claim 1 1; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 32, which is dependent on claim 29, it is a similar scope to claim 11; 
therefore, it should be rejected under the same rationale. 

7. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagarajan in 
view of Hull et al. ("Hull", US 6,665,086). 

As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 1 1, modified Nagarajan does not disclose 
the computer is further programmed to control said display monitor to display a message, prior to 
said storing step, requesting confirmation from the system user that said changed value of said 
first image processing parameter should be stored. Examiner takes Official Notice that 
displaying a confirming message before changing a parameter value is well known in computer 
art. It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to add a confirming 
message before changing a parameter value in modified Nagarajan' s system since it would 
prevent the user from inadvertently modifying to the image processing parameters. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 



Page 8 




Application/Control Number: 09/628,173 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 2174 

US 6318637 Bl to Stoner, Paul Douglas discloses multi-focal length imaging based 
portable dataform reader. 

US 6318635 Bl to Stoner, Paul D. discloses multi-focal length imaging based portable 
dataform reader. 

US 5877819 A to Branson, Philip J. discloses managing information in an endoscopy 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nhon (Gary) D Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8318. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 8 AM to 5:30 PM with 
every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L Kincaid can be reached on 703-308-0640. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



system. 



Inquiries 
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